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Program for Dallas 


NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF Bar EXAMINERS 
ALL SESSIONS AT THE STATLER-HILTON HOTEL 


Monday, August 27, in the Silver Room 


1:45 P. M. 


Len Young Smith, Chairman, presiding 
Report of Chairman and Appointment of Nominating Com- 


Report by John T. DeGraff, Chairman, Bar Examination Serv- 
ice Committee 


Workshop Panel 
Moderator: John Ritchie, III, Dean, University of Wis- 


consin Law School 


Panel Members: 


John Eckler, Member, Ohio Board of Bar Exam- 
iners—“How Many Times Should an Applicant be 
Permitted to Take a Bar Examination?” 


Edward S. Godfrey, Executive Secretary, Bar Exami- 
nation Service Committee, and John C. Fitzgerald, 
Dean, Loyola University Law School (Chicago) — 
“Examinations for Law School and for the Bar: A 
Comparison” 

Robert A. Sprecher, Member, Illinois Board of Law 
Examiners—“Security and Bar Examination Ques- 
tions” 

Arthur Littleton, Former Member, Pennsylvania 
Board of Law Examiners—“Reappraisal of Border 
Line Examination Papers” 


Social Hour 


Tuesday, August 28, in the Silver Room 
Joint Session with the Section of Legal Education and Admissions to 


the Bar 


10:00 A. M. 
Len Young Smith, Chairman of the National Conference, 
presiding 
Olin E. Watts, Chairman, Florida Board of Law Examiners— 
“The Bar’s Responsibilities to Law Students” 
Election of Officers of the Conference 
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11:00 A. M. 


Herbert W. Clark, Chairman, Section of Legal Education, 
presiding 
Panel Discussion: Pre-Legal Education 
Moderator: Joseph A. McClain, Jr., Dean, Duke University 
Law School 
Speakers: Erwin N. Griswold, Dean, Harvard University 
Law School 
James P. Hart, former Justice, Supreme Court 
of Texas 
Discussants: John T. Fey, Dean, George Washington Univer- 
sity School of Law 
Lehan K. Tunks, Dean, Rutgers University 
School of Law 


Tuesday, in the Gold Room 
12:15 P. M. 


Joint luncheon—National Conference of Bar Examiners and 
the Section of Legal Education and Admissions to the Bar 
Marjorie Merritt, Director, National Conference of Bar 
Examiners—“Twenty-five Years After” 
John Ben Shepperd, Attorney General of the State of 
Texas—‘Open the Door, Blackstone” 


SECTION OF LEGAL EDUCATION AND ADMISSIONS TO THE BAR 
Tuesday, August 28, in the Silver Room 
2:00 P. M. 





Herbert W. Clark, Chairman, presiding 
Appointment of Nominating Committee 
Report on Required and Recommended Minimum Standards 
for Bar Examiners and Bar Examinations, by Herbert W. 
Clark 
Panel Discussion: Continuing Professional Education 
Moderator: Robert G. Storey, Dean, Southern Methodist 
University School of Law 
Speakers: W. R. Woolrich, College of Engineering, Univer- 
sity of Texas 
Richard L. Kozelka, School of Business Admin- 
istration, University of Minnesota 
Stanley W. Olson, School of Medicine, Baylor 
University 
Discussants: Dean Lehan K. Tunks 
Dean John T. Fey 
Report of Nominating Committee 
Election of Officers and Members of Council 
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Smokey the Bear: 
Guarding Law Schools and Lawyers 


By Marjorie Merritt 
Director of the National Conference of Bar Examiners 


The following talk by Miss Merritt at the annual meeting 
of the Association of American Law Schools, in New York 
City, was, of course, directed to the teachers and deans of law 
faculties. Her concept as to what Smokey the Bear might say 
to the law schools and her suggestions for the improvement of 
our “source material,” however, are of importance to the entire 
legal profession. 





In December, 1954, the California Committee of Bar Examiners 
told me this astounding story: Two men registered with that commit- 
tee as beginning law students, one sending in his application six months 
ago and the other, very recently. According to their answers under 
oath, both of them were named John Jones—we shall call them-—had 
the same birth date and birthplace, the same parents and the same 
education up to law school stage. They were not enrolled in the same 
law school. The California Committee investigated by writing to the 
schools they claimed to have attended and learned that only one John 
Jones had been a student at each, obtained a photograph of John Jones 
from the yearbook of the pre-legal college attended presumably by 
both applicants, showed the photograph to the local character refer- 
ences, and thus discovered which applicant was the real Jones. He was 
the one devoting his full time to the study of law. The other Jones, the 
false one, was a lieutenant commander in the Navy. 


The California Committee requested both registrants to appear at 
a hearing. Only one of them came—the real Jones. He confessed that 
he knew of the fraud perpetrated by the pseudo Jones and had given 
his consent to the use of his name and records. The pseudo Jones was 
a friend who desired credentials to enter the Navy as a flyer, the real 
Jones hadn’t seen any wrong in it at the time but had been nervous 
about having aided and abetted the deception through the years. The 
California Committee contacted the Navy and learned that the pseudo 
Jones was in the Pacific en route to a new duty station. When advised 


Reprinted from the American Bar Association Journal for March, 1956. 
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Please...be careful! 


~ e PREVENT that he had been serving in the Navy since 1939 


under another’s name and had used the college 
credits of another person because he did not 
have them himself, the Navy had the pseudo 
Jones flown back to the States to stand trial. 
He made a full confession, disclosing that he 
had been dismissed from an Army flight school 
and therefore could not have been commis- 
sioned in the Navy under his own name. 
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Neither of these applicants knew that the 
other contemplated the study of law, and the 
fact that they registered with the California 
SMOKEY Committee of Bar Examiners within six months 

of each other is an amazing example of the 
irony of fate. The investigation and outcome are proof that the Cali- 
fornia bar examiners are sharp of eye and really “keeping up with the 
Joneses.” 































You are now wondering what “keeping up with the Joneses” has 
to do with my subject, “Smokey the Bear.” As those of you not living 
adjacent to a national park or forest may not have met Smokey, his 
picture is published on this page. Yes, he is that colorful, determined 
character, created by the Forestry Service, who cautions: “Remember, 
only you can prevent forest fires.” 


And what does this have to do with “keeping up with the Joneses” 
and what might Smokey have to say to the law schools? Simply this: 
The legal profession is a forest of lawyers, the law students are the 
individual trees, and to protect the entire forest the law schools must 
be the rangers in the lookout stations to watch for the smoke and the 
fire which can result from the flaring up of a rotten sapling! 


This takes us right back to keeping up with the Joneses—in this 
case those prospective students of poor character who should be dis- 
couraged or prevented from entering the legal profession. But this task 
of cutting out the bad timber so that the good trees can grow into a 
healthy stand of high quality is, I think you will agree, what we might 
here call a knotty problem. 


Some believe that the student entering law school is not sufficiently 
mature to have developed a dark past, a record which can be investi- 
gated, that his character is “as sweet as new-mown hay” and that he is 
too young to have tumbled into trouble serious enough to warrant 
denying him the right to enroll. At the annual meeting of the National 
Conference of Bar Examiners in Chicago, Homer Crotty of the Cali- 
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fornia Bar put it this way: “It has been frequently said that it is difficult 
to determine whether a boy has really formed a good or bad character 
before he has graduated from law school. The general average age at 
graduation is around twenty-four. It is interesting to note that persons 
under twenty-one last year represented 50 per cent of the arrests for 
crimes against property—that is, robbery, burglary, larceny, auto theft, 
embezzlement and fraud, buying and receiving stolen property, forgery 
and counterfeiting. The F.B.I. Uniform Crime Reports show that per- 
sons under twenty-five were responsible for 75 per cent of the arrests 
for burglary, 60 per cent of the arrests for theft, 80 per cent for auto 
thefts, and over 40 per cent for violations of the Narcotics Drug Laws. 
These figures would seem to indicate that character information may 
indeed be well advanced by the time an applicant is twenty-four.” And, 
Mr. Crotty, let us add: “It’s later than we think.” 


These figures from the F.B.I. give the status of our country’s 
morale. What is the status in our particular legal acreage? How healthy 
are the seedlings trying to root in our forest? 


I am not an expert at answering those questions. I can only tell 
you briefly what I have learned from experience as a result of the 
character investigation work of the National Conference of Bar Exam- 
iners since 1936. Our office has now completed over thirteen thousand 
character reports on applicants for admission to the Bar. With only a 
few exceptions these, it must be remembered, concern lawyers from 
one state who seek admission to the Bar of another, the migrant law- 
yers. However, in recent years the majority of the applicants have been 
young men, because war and the results of war have made many neo- 
phytes in the legal profession restless and they have been moving about 
searching for their niches. 


The first case which really shocked us occurred in 1949 when we 
learned that an applicant for admission to the Bar had, prior to enter- 
ing law school, systematically embezzled money from a bank over a 
ten-year period, had only saved himself from the penitentiary by get- 
ting into the Army before the law caught up with him, and had been 
under federal probation during the entire time he was in law school. 
His application for enrollment in law school had been processed— 
we should undoubtedly say passed over—by the general admitting 
office of the university, and the law school had done nothing to check 
his record. The law school dean was horrified when we told him what 
we had learned and asked him if the student had been required to 
answer any questions calling for the disclosure of such a record. I 
could cite many other examples of billowing smoke, some as serious 
and blazing as this case. I recall that this summer we investigated two 
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brothers who but a short time ago were licensed as lawyers. They bore 
very poor reputations in their home town as a result of transgressions 
which occurred both before and during law school attendance. They 
were graduates of a first-class law school and the bar examiners there- 
fore had assumed them to be first-class also. Our investigation dis- 
closed that they were wanted for going south suddenly in a heavily 
mortgaged automobile, without leaving any forwarding address. 


In March, 1954, I attended the hearings granted twenty-seven 
applicants called before the Florida Board of Law Examiners because 
of serious questions as to character. Only five of the twenty-seven were 
coming in as applicants who had practiced law in another state at least 
ten years. Of the remaining twenty-two, only six had been graduated 
from law school prior to or in 1950. The remainder, sixteen of them, 
had finished their law courses in “approved law schools” in 1953 or 
1954. Five of these sixteen were in their twenties, seven were in their 
thirties, and only four were in their forties or older. They had done 
“about everything in the book,” and most of it prior to entering law 
school. As Kit Carson would probably have expressed it: Thar’s fire 
in them thar trees. 


There is a problem here and something must be done to prevent 
as best we can these conflagrations which blacken our own forest pre- 
serves. 


Those of you who attended our Conference sessions in Chicago 
heard a discussion on registration at the time of beginning law study, 
participated in by a panel of six; three law school deans, a law student, 
a bar examiner and myself. The following observations were brought 
out in that discussion: 


(1) Many bar examiners believe approved law schools eliminate 
the bad moral risks and depend upon them to do so; the law schools 
leave this timber cutting to the bar examiners; as a result the respon- 
sibility is lightly assumed and slightly fulfilled, and the profession 
suffers; 


(2) The time and money of the bad moral risk will be saved if 
he is turned down at the beginning of law study; 


(3) The matter of character investigation when law study begins 
should be left to the bar examiners but the law schools should cooper- 
ate in any way possible; 

(4) An adaptation of the Pennsylvania system of registration and 
character investigation should be adopted in all states; 


104 




































(5) The law schools should favor a character investigation at the 
beginning of law study as it will point up and emphasize professional 
attitudes: (a) assumption of responsibility for the welfare of others, 
(b) appreciation of the need for special abilities and training, and 
(c) consciousness of the existence of a fiduciary relationship in respect 
to the client; 


(6) A well-drawn questionnaire will impress upon the prospec- 
tive law student the seriousness of the work confronting him because 
he seeks to enter a profession which requires much more than mere 
legal training. 


Although I mentioned in that discussion the blackening damage 
of unfavorable publicity suffered by a law school when it becomes 
known that one of its graduates has been denied admission to the Bar 
due to lack of good moral character, I did not elaborate upon it. I am 
not criticizing the law schools, but I remind them that smoke is as 
harmful in law school halls as it is in forests. When John Graduate is 
refused admission to the Bar and it becomes known to other students 
in his law school, undergraduates tremble, morale sinks, fear creeps 
in, and the law school and bar examiners are blamed alike for felling 
bad timber too late. Smokey the Bear would say: Prevention is pro- 
tection; co-operation is protection. 


As to prevention and co-operation, two years ago it was a great 
day for the spruce and fir when Congress voted for a program to 
eradicate the black beetle from Rocky Mountain forests. It will be a 
great day for the legal profession when the court or board of law 
examiners in each state establishes the requirement of registration 
and thorough character investigation when the student commences the 
study of law. But at the moment that dawn is beyond the horizon. 
Therefore I submit this two-point recommendation to the law schools: 
to do what they can to eliminate the bad saplings from the classroom, 
for their own protection and for the sake of their students, the seed- 
lings; to co-operate with bar examining boards and character commit- 
tees in any program which will nurture and improve the trees in the 
entire forest. 


We have heard that word “co-operation” time and again. In con- 
nection with our problem here, are there some suggestions for you 
which are down to earth? What do you think of these: 


Adopt a more detailed enrollment application or questionnaire. 
Like Garry Moore, I’ve got a secret: the questionnaire our Conference 
requires applicants to fill out is comprehensive as it is designed chiefly 
for the lawyer with experience. We have discovered that many an 
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attorney who asks for the questionnaire does not return it because, 
when he learns that he is to be investigated carefully, he thereupon 
decides to stay home and not let the skeleton in his closet rattle else- 
where. A detailed questionnaire required of all entering law students 
will, I am certain, deter some of the bad moral risks from applying for 
enrollment. This deterrent might well prove a detergent for the law 
schools. 

An adequate questionnaire will give law schools forest-ranger 
binoculars with clearer lenses in closer focus to detect smoke or fire. 
It will show the students of good character that you are protecting 
them as best you can. 


At our Chicago meeting Dean Henry A. Fenn of the University 
of Florida College of Law made the point that a comprehensive ques- 
tionnaire required by bar examiners in connection with registration 
at the beginning of law study would be very impressive and aid greatly 
in emphasizing to the students the need for high professional attitudes. 
Does not this hold true for an application for enrollment in law school? 


If a school adopts a fairly standard form of questionnaire, used by 
all schools in the Association of American Law Schools, the prospective 
student of bad character cannot shop around for an approved school 
not requiring the questionnaire, and the answered questionnaire could 
be sent along to any school in the Association to which a student might 
transfer. Incidentally, this could furnish an automatic method for trans- 
mitting unfavorable information which might have developed. 


As to the questionnaire itself, I have done some spade-work and 
have a suggested form. I make it clear that this has not been submitted 
for the approval of the National Conference of Bar Examiners; it is 
only something I have worked out myself, trying to have the law school 
point of view in mind. In preparing it, I took questionnaires from sev- 
eral states having the most experience with registration at the begin- 
ning of law study; forked them over and worked them in with 
questionnaires used by some of the law schools; and mixed in some 
ideas unearthed through experience with our Conference’s question- 
naire. 


The questions on the form I have drafted are quite specific for a 
good reason. Let me tell you about the applicant interviewed prior to 
a recent bar examination. The chairman of the board of bar examiners 
asked him if he had ever been arrested; he said “No.” The chairman 
asked: “Weren’t you taken down to a police station at one time?” 
“Yes” said the applicant. “And weren’t you required to stay overnight 
in jail and didn’t you have to put up bail?” “Yes” answered the appli- 
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cant. “Well,” said the chairman, “and you don’t consider that you were 
arrested?” “Oh,” replied the applicant, “No, I wasn’t arrested, I was 
just apprehended.” 


Yes, we must be very particular in wording questions; otherwise, 
the purpose of the questionnaire is defeated. 


And what can you do with the questionnaire after it is filled out? 
That is the $64 question, I am fully aware, because you have neither 
facilities for making a thorough character investigation nor anything 
approaching sixty-four dollars to conduct it. Well, let’s see: 


Through the questionnaire you will already have answers to cer- 
tain questions as to law violations, etc., which answers, if later proved 
false, will give you or the bar examiners a clear right to exclude the 
student either from school or from admission to the Bar. The warning 
at the beginning of the proposed questionnaire is important and val- 
uable: 

Answer all questions carefully and truthfully. Any false statement or 
failure to disclose information which may have a bearing upon your moral 


character may be deemed reason for rejection. If you are in doubt as to 
whether or not something should be reported, the wise course is to report it. 


A year ago we had a pertinent example. A chap graduated from 
an approved law school and applied for admission to the Bar of a 
southwestern state. In his application, sworn to before a notary, he said 
he had never been arrested or charged with any crime. Investigation 
disclosed that when he was only eighteen years old he had been caught 
robbing a filling station at the instigation of his employer who had 
gotten him drunk. If he had set out these facts in his application, he 
would have had a fair chance with the examining board as his subse- 
quent record was excellent, but concealment of those facts resulted in 
his being denied admission to the Bar. Many state boards of law exam- 
iners and character committees have this attitude: that there should 
be no place in the legal profession for persons who cannot tell the truth, 
and that failure to report unfavorable incidents indicates lack of 
rehabilitation. 

If the prospective student discloses in the enrollment application 
some fact not to his credit, can he be questioned about it? Many schools 
always give each applicant an interview. 

If your school is in a state which has the requirement of registration 
at the beginning of law study and if your state board of law examiners 
already requires the answering of a questionnaire at the time of such 
registration, you can make sure that the examining board or character 
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committee is notified as to any unfavorable information in the law 
school questionnaire or as to any facts regarding the student’s character 
which come to your attention while he is in your school. It may be 
you can work out a reciprocal arrangement with your examining board. 


I assume that at present you correspond with high school and col- 
lege authorities as to a prospective student’s education and credits. Do 
you or could you also inquire as to his character? Frequently a dean 
of students gives our Conference valuable information not in official 
records. 


If you do have the time and money, and I believe it would be a 
wise investment, you could make some independent inquiry in the 
applicant’s own town as to his character. A short, printed inquiry would 
be less expensive than an individual letter, but the latter is more effec- 
tive. Letters from references transmitted to you by the applicant him- 
self are of little value; an answered questionnaire sent direct to you by 
a reference carries more weight. (References have often reported 
startling things to us.) 


You will observe I have not been telling the law schools what they 
should do regarding an independent investigation. Time and money 
for it present a problem, I realize, and I am not trying to put them into 
the character investigation business so far as admission to the Bar is 
concerned. The initial character investigation of applicants for admis- 
sion to the Bar should be handled by the state admitting authorities 
when the students enroll in law school, but the great day when that 
occurs throughout this country is yet to dawn. In the interim, isn’t 
there a minimum which might be done to protect the schools and their 
students? We must bear in mind that some examining boards still feel 
their responsibility as to the character of an applicant does not begin 
until after that applicant has passed the bar examination. That system, 
we know, begins entirely too late. Definitely it does absolutely nothing 
to protect the law schools, which is of vital importance to them. 


Finally, as to co-operating with the bar examiners and character 
committees in order to foster the best plan possible for law students: 
First, I must record the fact that the law schools are experienced in 
co-operation. They have proved it to our Conference in our character 
investigation work. It is a burden to reply to our numerous inquiries, 
but they have taken it in stride. 


Second, I am certain that the bar examiners are anxious to co- 
operate with the law schools. Their problem, like that of the law 
schools, is to find time and finances. If bar examiners were well paid 
for the time they spent in their duties as examiners, they could better 
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afford to devote more hours to their work. But we have to face it: they 
work pro bono publico almost altogether and in most cases their funds 
too are very limited. Wouldn’t use of the law student enrollment ques- 
tionnaire be an excellent way to show the law schools’ desire to help 
the examiners as well as themselves? Even if the state does not have 
the pre-law registration requirement, could the law school transmit 
to the proper admitting authority any unfavorable information it might 
have concerning one of the candidates for the bar examination? Could 
each law school indicate to the examining board in its state that, as an 
expedient, the school is using its own questionnaire for its own pro- 
tection and for the protection of its students, and that it looks forward 
to the establishment of the requirement of registration at the begin- 
ning of law study and a thorough character investigation under the 
supervision of the bar admitting authority at that time? This would 
emphasize the urgent need for this system. 


Another way in which the law schools could co-operate with bar 
examiners—and protect their students—would be to issue bulletins 
and make announcements in classrooms as to the states which do re- 
quire registration at the beginning of law study, and then aid the 
students in completing that registration. This would be of great assist- 
ance in getting all forms to the examining boards in compliance with 
the rules. 

Another suggestion: The law schools might ask a member of the 
board of bar examiners to talk to freshman classes regarding pre-law 
registration if it is required or to talk to senior students as to the bar 
admission process, the work of the board, and particularly the tech- 
nique to use in answering bar examination questions. In California, 
Florida, Kentucky and Oregon members of the examining boards are 
visiting schools for this purpose, and it is very beneficial to the students. 


There is another matter to be considered in connection with pro- 
tecting good law students and cutting out the bad timber, that is, finger- 
printing. As the National Conference of Bar Examiners has not taken 
any official action upon the subject of fingerprinting, what I have to say 
about it must not be considered as the group opinion of the Conference. 


Opposition by some law schools and others to the fingerprinting 
of law students stems from the belief that such a procedure would cast 
a stigma upon the student and give the impression that those concerned 
with admission to law school or to the Bar have the conviction that all 
students or applicants are crooked unless proved honest. This is the 
negative, and the wrong, approach. I have had my fingerprints taken 
to obtain a driver’s license; I know I am not crooked. Many of you have 
had your prints taken; you know you are not crooked. And thousands 
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upon thousands in military service and in industry have been finger- 
printed at one time or another. All of those people are not crooked. 


A second objection results from the belief that the law schools 
would be expected to take the fingerprints and to process them. This 
is incorrect. Any requirement as to fingerprinting is, and should be, 
a rule of the Bar admitting authority, and it should be met, if at all 
possible, when the student enters law school. Under that plan, the 
student fills out a questionnaire furnished by the board of bar exam- 
iners, goes to the agency specified by the board, the agency takes the 
prints and forwards them to the F.B.I., and the F.B.I. makes its confi- 
dential report to the examining board. 


The states which now require applicants to furnish their finger- 
prints in connection with admission to the Bar have found the system 
exceedingly effective in revealing data as to arrests, misdemeanors and 
criminal activities which were not disclosed in answer to question- 
naires. It is one of the least expensive, and most efficacious, adjuncts 
to the bar admission process. It could be equally effective in eliminat- 
ing the rotten sapling from law school. 


This whole matter of character investigation is a problem of 
approach. Should not that approach be entirely that the process safe- 
guards the students of good character from the stigma they truly suffer 
when news leaks out that Graduate Badboy has been denied admission 
to the Bar, or headlines later scream that Attorney Corkscrew has 
been disbarred? Shouldn’t we accent the positive and eliminate the 
negative? Source material, you know, is very important to the legal 
profession. 


If you will take another look, you will see that Smokey the Bear 
is carrying a spade, a very businesslike spade. Yes, it takes a great 
deal of hard digging and spadework to prevent or control forest fires. 
Yet we must remember: When “Smoke Gets in Your Eyes” via a 
phonograph record, it is romantic; when it gets into the record of a 
law school, it is ruinous; when it gets into the forest of the legal pro- 
fession, it is disastrous. Let’s sharpen our spades and dig together! 





P.S. As there has been a demand for the questionnaire referred to in the fore- 
going talk, it is printed here. Bear in mind (1) that the information called for pertains 
only to character investigation and that the schools would include requests for any 
additional data desired, such as high school and college education, etc.; and (2) that 
in the actual questionnaire ample space would, of course, be provided below each 
question or request.—M. M. 
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Questionnaire Filed With: 





(Name of Law School) 
Answer all questions carefully and truthfully. Any false statement 
or failure to disclose information which may have a bearing upon 
your moral character may be deemed reason for rejection. If you are 
in doubt as to whether or not something should be reported, the wise 
course is to report it. 




















Your Full Name Social Security Number 
Present Address: Number and Street City State 
Permanent Address: Number and Street City State 
Birthplace and Date 
Father’s Name Address Occupation 
Mother’s Name Address Occupation 


If your name has been changed, state prior name, the exact name and address of 
the court in which it was changed, and the date the court granted the change. If 
you are a married woman, give your maiden name, the date of marriage, and the 
name of your husband. 

If you have ever been a party to a divorce, annulment of marriage or legal separa- 
tion, give the name of your former husband or wife, exact name and address of 
the court in which the case was handled, the case number, the date, and by whom 
suit was brought. 

Were you ever dropped, suspended, expelled or disciplined by any school or 
college? If so, give the name and address of the school or college, the date, and 
full particulars as to the nature and the reasons for the difficulty. 


Have you ever applied for admission to any law school other than this law school? 
If so, give the name and address of the law school and state what disposition was 
made of such application. 
In what state do you intend to practice law? 
Give your home addresses for the past ten years: 
From To 

City and State Street Number (Mo. and Yr.) (Mo. and Yr.) 
Make a complete statement of all employment or businesses of your own in which 
you have been engaged since you became sixteen years of age. 

Name and Address of Dates Reason for 

Employer or Business From To Leaving 
Include in above details regarding any service in the armed forces, i.e., dates of 
service, serial number, last service address complete; and submit a copy of your 
service record and discharge papers. 


Are there any unsatisfied judgments against you? If so, give: 


Name and Address of Name and Address of 
Person Having Judg- Amount of Date of Court in Which Judg- 
ment Against You Judgment Judgment ment was Obtained 
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If you owe money to others, give the following facts: 


Name and Address of Person Amount Arrangements Made to 
to Whom You Owe the Money Owed Pay the Amount Owed 
Have you ever been: Yes No 


1. Charged with fraud, immorality or other dishonorable conduct in 

any type of proceeding? ast cael 
2. Suspended, disqualified, disbarred, censured or had disciplinary or 

ouster proceedings instituted against you as a member of any pro- 

fession or organization, military or otherwise? a a 
3. A party to any legal action or proceeding, civil or criminal? oe ae 
4, Arrested or convicted of a crime or misdemeanor (traffic violations 

payable by fine not included; however, include drunk or reckless 

driving), or taken into custody, indicted, subpoenaed or requested 

to appear before any prosecuting attorney, investigatory agency, or 

anyone for investigation? age 

5. Denied or had revoked a license or permit, the procurement of 
which required proof of good moral character (such as real estate 
broker, certified public accountant) ? gees Oe 
6. Charged formally with being insolvent, or have you ever filed a 
petition in bankruptcy, made an assignment for benefit of creditors, 
or been in receivership? te ee 
7. Treated for mental illness, or been under guardianship or declared 
a ward of the court, other than as a minor, or declared incom- 
petent or committed or confined in any institution? eddie kate 
. Refused bond or has anyone sought to recover on your bond or to 
cancel it? 

9. A member of any organization designated by the Attorney General 
of the United States as being subversive, or any organization which 
advocates or advocated the overthrow of the government of the 
United States by force or violence? ae a 

If your answer to any of the above questions is “Yes,” state on a separate sheet 
(to be considered a part of this sworn statement) as to each instance: the date, the 
facts in detail, the name and address of the person or company having full par- 
ticulars regarding the matter in question, and what disposition was made of it. 
If the matter was handled in court, in addition to the above give the title of the 
case, the case number, and the name and address of the court in which the record 
may be found. 
Is there any other incident of an unfavorable nature in your life not called for by 
the foregoing questions? 
Yes or No 

If so, state facts fully and carefully. 
Give the names of six persons other than relatives or law school teachers who can 
testify as to your moral character and fitness. 

Names Addresses Occupations 


oo 





(Subscribed and sworn to before me—usual statement before Notary) 
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Status Quo 


In 1955 bar examiners graded 14,815 bar examination papers, 
1,130 less than in 1954; and 8,746 of the applicants who wrote the 
answers were given a passing grade and were admitted to the bar. 
The percent passing in 1955 was 59, compared to 56 in 1954. In addition, 
during 1955 eight states admitted 516 under the diploma privilege and 
six states admitted 325 candidates without requiring them to pass a 
written bar examination because they complied with various privi- 
leges to veterans or those entering military service. We therefore 
licensed 9,587 new lawyers in the United States last year. New admis- 
sion figures since 1930 follow: 


New ADMISSIONS TO THE Bar IN 1930-1955 





SAR 10,012 ee 7,952 a 13,641 
Mente 9,676 e.......... 7,706 ES 13,141 
ee 9,340 1942............ 6,591 1952............ 11,900 
a 9,258  _ 2,973 ee 10,976 
nee 9,099 1944............ 1,853 a 9,928 
ee 8,971 a 2,142 a 9,587 
re 8,627 Dc achintens 4,815 

1937......... ... 8,934 Beee............. 6,782 Total... 69,173 
ee 8,797 ee 11,299 

eee 8,531 en 13,344 








, ae 91,245 Total.......... 65,457 
10-year 10-year 6-year 
average...... 9,125 average...... 6,546 average......11,529 


According to the Annual Review of Legal Education, law school 
attendance for the past six years was as follows: 

1950 1951 1952 1953 1954 1955 

53,025 47,610 41,276 39,339 39,565 40,347 


For the decade 1930-1939 the yearly average law school enrollment 
was 39,084, for the decade 1940-1949 it was 29,410, and for the past 
six years it has been 43,527. The peak in attendance occurred in the 
fall of 1949 when there were 57,759 law students. Our six-year average, 
however, indicates little probability that bar examiners will be short 
of papers to grade for some time to come. Back in 1947 they graded 
only 9,743 papers; in 1948 they graded 16,273! Since then they have 
graded an average of 17,500 a year. 
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Admissions to Bar by 
Examinations in 1955 

















hea 1955 Number Number Percent Total Total Percent 
State Examination Taking Passing Passing Taking Passing Passing 
Alabama................ Uy .......... 9 6 67% i 
eae 15 60% 34 21 62% 
Arizona................ ri... 26 14 54% 
July ............. 51 41 80% 77 55 71% 
Arkansas.....................--March ........... 16 13 81% 
eee 22 17 17% 38 30 80% 
California................ = eee 612 348 57% 
September ..... 855 466 55% 1,467 814 55% 
Colorado... June ........ 1085 9 15% | 
December . 73 48 66% 178 127 71% / 
Connecticut..................Jume ......... 167 118 71% | 
December ... 91 56 62% 258 174 67% 
Delaware...... vesssese-e- eptember ...... 5 18 71% 25 18 71% 
Dist. Columbia........dume ............ 485 312 64% i 
December ... 309 169 55% 794 481 61% . 
Florida...... cee ee March  ..... — 91 67% 
MD axiccicnos 177 134 76% 313 225 72% i 
Eee BE aoc 103 28% 362 103 9.28% 
ee sae aie 9 3 33% 
September ...... 20 19 95% 29 22 76% 
Mllinois..... eee March ............ 306 181 59% 
September ..... 555 351 63% 861 532 62% 
Indiana...... cide _ ae 40 36 90% | 
October ...... . = 82 86% 135 118 87% | 
Re February ...... — 30 97% 
BD Hisense 65 65 100% 
October ............ 34 30 90% 130 125 96% | 
MID thin cnautciscnctorten February ....... 43 43 100% 
a ; - 50 100% 93 93 100% 
Kentucky................ February .......... 31 24 171% 
See 58 85% 99 82 83% 
Te a ee 12 4 33% 
1 eae » 5 33% 27 9 33% | 
i One February ........ . 5 38% 
i August .............. 39 25 64% 52 30 58% 
; Maryilond......................: March ................. 200 83 42% 
eee 345 187 54% 545 270 50% 
i Massachusetts.............. 0 eae 535 280 52% 
December ........ 283 178 63% 818 458 56% 
Michigan.................. = aaa 216 138 64% 
September .... 318 244 17% 534 382 72% 
Minnesota.....................- March ...............- 57 42 74% 
| aS 165 112 68% 222 154 69% 
Mississippi..................... February .......... 15 4 27% 
_ _ ot EE 10 3 33% 25 7 28% 











Admissions to Bar by 
Examinations in 1955 


1955 





Number Percent Total Total 

















Number Percent 
State Examination Taking Passing Passing Taking Passing Passing 
Missouri...... ..February ..... 76 67 88% 

| A 168 130 77% 244 197 81% 
Montana..... ...October . 16 9 56% 16 9 56% 
Nebraska...... eae 56 54 96% 56 54 96% 
ee ....September ..... 30 20 67% 30 20 67% 
New Hampshire...........June ...... ‘ 28 22 79% 28 22 79% 
New Jersey............. ..February ..... 90 61 68% 

PUD ci. Te 81 73% 

October . 146 116 73% 347 258 74% 
New Mexico ..March ... oo a 9 64% 

August . ers 25 16 64% 39 25 64% 
New York...... March ................. 861 332 38% 

June .......... 1,644 834 51% 

November ........ 920 420 46% 3,425 1,586 46% 
North Carolina a 123 84% 146 123 84% 
North Dakota..... - Bene 29 28 97% 29 28 897% 
I a ehciescasiitin ...... February ——— 168 61% 

SS . 590 345 58% 865 513 59% 
Oklahoma.................... February ........ 50 39 18% 

| Ree ee 68 59 87% 118 98 83% 
Oregon... ............ —  ~aenenon . 194 109 §=81% 134 109 81% 
Pennsylvania...... ...January ...........- 242 102 42% 

PE cn 234 54% 674 336 50% 
Rhode Island... ..March ................. 24 11 46% 

September .... 48 24 50% 72 35 49% 
South Carolina............. _. es Se 14. 78% 

(er 37 95% 

November ......... 25 21 84% 82 72 88% 
South Dakota............... February .......... 2 2 100% 2 2 100% 
SRE February ...... . 49 73% 

aE 105 78 74% 172 127 74% 
Texas........... ee March ................. 165 132 80% 

OS ae . 158 124 78% 

Cae ............. 160 117 73% 483 373 17% 
SS ee .September ..... 54 49 91% 54 49 91% 
Vermont......... ..September ...... 18 12 67% 18 12 67% 
Viegmie............... — See . 246 121 49% 

December ........ 188 88 47% 434 209 48% 
Washington................. January .......... 59 35 59% 

108 77 71% 167 112 67% 
West Virginia............... March ................ 7 7 100% 

September ...... 13 10 77% 20 17 85% 
Wisconsin..................... .. _aae — 13 52% 25 13 52% 
Wyoming................ ...February ...... ; 5 4 80% 

ee 13 93% 19 17 89% 

ERE Creat eee Fee See ee 14,815 8,746 59% 14815 8,746 59% 
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First-Timers and Repeaters in 1955 














Percent 
% Repeaters Repeaters 
1955 to Total % Passing for Yr. to Total 
Exami- First-Timers Repeaters Taking First- Taking 
State nation Taking ©} Pass. Taking % Pass. Exam. Timers Repeaters 1955 
Alabama................ mA... © 67% 3 67% 33% 

July ........ B 61% 2 50% 8% 62% 60% 15% 
Arizona...... 0 ee 57% 5 40% 19% 

ja .... @& 90% 9 33% 18% 79% 36% 18% 
Arkansas..............March . 13 100% 3 0% 19% 

July .... . 20 80% 2 50% 9% 88% 20% 13% 
California... -March .... 226 59% 386 56% 63% j 

_ ia 650 66% 205 13% 24% 64% 42% 40% 
Colorado..............June ...... 76 82% 29 59% 28% 

Pec. ..... & 77% 17 29% 23% 80% 48% 26% 
Connecticut.........June .... 141 76% 26 42% 16% 

Dec. ...... @ 74% 33 40% 36% 75% 41% 23% 
Delaware.............. St. ..... @ 17% 3 33% 12% 77% 33% 12% 
Dist. Columbia...June  ...... 385 68% 100 50% 21% 

eee 221 58% 88 47% 28% 64% 48% 24% 
Piorida..................! March .... 93 71% 43 58% 32% 

July ........ 136 80% 41 61% 23% 76% 60% 27% 
Georgia................. sadly ...... . & 34% 150 21% 41% 34% 21% 41% 
ene... age <..... 7 43% 2 0% 22% 

Sept. ...... 18 94% 2 100% 10% 80% 50% 14% 
Mllinois...................March .... 182 70% 124 43% 40% 

Sept. .... 422 71% 133 39% 24% 71% 41% 30% 
Indiana.................April ...... 35 89% 5 100% 13% 

a... 86% 2 100% 2% 87% 100% 5% 
eee eb. ....... 28 100% 3 67% 10% 

June ...... 65 100% ee 0% 

ot ...... 90% oe 0% 97% 67% 2% 
P| ee: Feb. ...... 39 100% 4 100% 9% 

June ...... 49 100% 1 100% 2% 100% 100% 5% 
Kentucky...... . 88% 7 43% 23% 

June ...... 61 87% 7 71% 10% 85% 57% 14% 
Louisiana.............. March ... 8 50% 4 0% 33% 

vuly ........ 10 50% 5 0% 33% 50% 0% 33% 
ee 40% 8 38% 62% 

aus. ...... 33 70% 6 33% 15% 66% 36% 27% 
Maryland.............. March ... 55 67% 145 32% 73% 

Jay «....... 234 65% i111 31% 32% 65% 31% 47% 
Massachusetts.....July ........ 324 67% 211 30% 40% 

Gee. ...... 68% 223 61% 797% 67% 46% 53% 
Michigan..............April ...... 154 73% 62 40% 29% 

oo 253 79% 65 66% 20% 17% 53% 24% 
Minnesota............. March .... 32 84% 25 60% 44% 

July ........ 156 71% 9 11% 5% 73% 44% 15% 
Mississippi............ Feb. ......... 14 29% 1 0% 7% 

as 50% 8 25% 80% 31% 22% 36% 
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First-Timers and Repeaters in 1955 























Percent 
% Repeaters Repeaters 
1955 to Total % Passing for Yr. to Total 
Exami- - First-Timers Repeaters Taking First- Taking 
State nation Taking % Pass. Taking % Pass. Exam Timers Repeaters 1955 
Missouri...... .....-.-- Pe. ........ 68 87% 8 100% 11% 

June ...... 159 79% 9 55% 5% 81% 76% 7% 
Montana...........-.--- = 11 64% 5 40% 31% 64% 40% 31% 
Nebraska.............. June ..... 55 96% 1 100% 2% 96% 100% 2% 
OI sacks Sept. ...... 20 80% 10 40% 33% 80% 40% 33% 
New Hampshire.June  ...... 20 80% 8 15% 29% 80% 757% 29% 
New Jersey.......... ts. ....... 46 80% 44 55% 49% 

June ....... 84 74% 27 63% 24% 

> 117 85% 29 59% 20% 81% 58% 29% 
New Mexico......... March 9 67% 5 60% 36% 

| 18 78% 7 28% 28% 74% 42% 31% 
New York............. March 241 48% 620 35% 72% 

June 1,258 59% 386 23% 23% 

| ES: 232 56% 688 42% 75% 57% 36% 49% 
North Carolina...Aug.  ...... 116 90% 30 63% 21% 90% 63% 21% 
North Dakota......July ........ 24 96% 5 100% 17% 96% 100% 17% 
Oklahoma.............Feb. ........ 37 95% 13 31% 26% 

June ...... 65 89% 3 33% 4% 91% 31% 14% 
Senne a 96 85% 38 75% 28% 85% 75% 28% 
Pennsylvania...... Jan. 70 39% 172 44% 71% 

. ae 350 60% 82 29% 19% 56% 39% 38% 
Rhode Island....... March ... 6 67% 18 39% 75% 

Sept. ..... 40 53% 8 38% 17% 52% 38% 36% 
South Carolina....May ..... 15 87% 3 33% 17% 

ouly ...... 38 95% 1 100% 3% 

a 23 87% 2 50% 8% 91% 50% 7% 
South Dakota......Feb. ........ 2 100% 0 ds 0% elas 0% 
Tennessee............- as, ....... 48 83% 19 47% 28% 

June ...... 92 78% 13 46% 12% 80% 47% 19% 
IT ee Sont. .... 51 92% 3 67% 6% 92% 67% 6% 
Vermont..............- [a 16 63% 2 100% 11% 63% 100% 11% 
Virginia................. June ...... 157 64% 89 22% 36% 

ae 79 66% 109 33% 58% 65% 28% 46% 
Washington.......... ees oc 32 59% 27 59% 46% 

July ........ 92 71% 16 75% 15% 68% 65% 26% 
West Virginia....March .. 6 100% 1 100% 14% 

oe... 12 83% 1 0% 8% 88% 50% 10% 
Wisconsin............. Suly ........ 20 80% 5 20% 20% 80% 20% 20% 
Wyoming.............. eh. ........ 4 100% 1 0% 20% 

Jw@me ...... 14 93% 0 0% 94% 0% 5% 

Total for 47 States............ 8,641 68% 4,826 40% 36% 68% 40% 36% 








Ohio and Texas did not furnish separate figures on first-timers and repeaters. 
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Steer Your Way Clear 


Everyone in Dallas during August 27-31 for the convention of the 
American Bar Association—and the sessions of the National Confer- 
ence of Bar Examiners—may have an air-conditioned room if he wants 
it, and many of the small residential hotels and motels, which will be 
utilized, are not only fully air-conditioned but have swimming pools! 
It’s a rare opportunity to see the Southwest and attend the meeting at 
the same time. 


Our Dallas hosts will entertain us the evening of August 27 with 
a special presentation of the operetta “Show Boat” featuring the 
famous singing star, Shirley Jones, in the auditorium of Fair Park. 
Two nights later, on August 29, another program of professional enter- 
tainment, billed as a “Giant Extravaganza,” will be presented in the 
new, air-conditioned, $2,500,000 Coliseum on the Southern Methodist 
University campus. 


While we'll “sleep cool,” Texas-size plans show we’ll receive a 
warm reception. So steer your way clear—to Texas. 


le 
































